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Abstract 
In (not only) recent software development and management activities the phenomenon of change is omnipresent. Are there 
some regularities that help us to deal with it constructively? In this paper we present a case study on how we worked with IT 
managers and consultants to learn about their practices when coping with change and their insights resulting from reflection. 
Besides the concrete change scenario readers will find an example of the new open-case workshop setting and a theoretical 
interpretation of resulting insights based on a person- centered systems theory perspective that may help to see the larger picture 
behind the dynamics involved. 
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1. Introduction 
Developing products in the Information and Communication Technology (ICT) industry is a complex endeavor. 
Often, the appearance and functionality of a final product is not known from the outset of the project. Sometimes it 
is even not known whether the project is possible at all. Most of the time, requirements change in the course of 
development. Also, technology advances rapidly and opens up new possibilities. A product is usually not finished 
with a first prototype, but evolves with bug fixes, feature implementations, interface adaptations and through 
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particular organization-driven marketing strategies over several development-progressions. The completion of a 
product is accomplished by people - individuals with particular sets of skills, personal values concerning work, 
interaction, teams, friends, family and other areas of life, with unique experiences that form how they perceive 
themselves in that particular moment and also, what technologies they prefer over others and that influence where 
they feel competent, what is challenging for them and what bores them. Such skilled persons work together in a 
group with a common goal, to finish the product, a team with a particular outlined mission that is optimally guided 
by a shared vision (Senge, 2006) of the project including at least parts of the personal visions of each individual in 
the team concerning where they want to go to, what they want to accomplish, what they really want to get out of 
the project, where they want the project to be heading (Senge, 2006, p. 138). Besides the experts in technology are 
the future users that need a particular product to be fit on the more and more global, competitive market. 
Stakeholders are in contact with the project team sharing their vision of the product, reconciling what can be done 
with the project team, exchanging ideas, proposing directions on which development of the product can be 
grounded, besides the strengths, competences, experience in technology and with other clients that the team can 
introduce. Sometimes, team members are experts on particular technologies, while other technologies may suit the 
problem better. The primary raeson d’être of the project and therefore the project team is to gain value, mostly in 
the form of monetary profit, for the organization that embeds it. From the outset, the project is intersected with 
open or subtle, unconscious, rules and values that were established and proofed worthwhile for the living together, 
developing and lasting of the organization and are often referred to as organizational culture. 
Conditions of the business environment, such as changing customer needs or problem complexity, bring forth 
different approaches towards dealing appropriately with given circumstances. According to Verna Allee (Allee, 
1997, p. 5), in modern thinking: ”Change is all there is” as opposed to traditional thinking where change is 
described as ”Something to worry about”. But are we as persons, developers, managers and our practices and 
methods ready for that fundamental shift in perspective and resulting intellectual as well as behavioral change? 
While we won’t be able to provide the full response to the question, the goal of this paper is to provide a few steps 
toward better understanding of what change means in particular situations, how practitioners address it, how we 
can support them in sharing experiences and deriving insights, and which theories may help us to better understand 
the ensuing phenomena. But before delving into a concrete case and setting let us sketch the landscape of 
approaches that explicitly address change. 
Software development approaches in the ICT industry often summarized with the umbrella-term agile are 
particularly oriented towards dealing with change. This means, a main goal in agile development is being able to 
respond quickly and flexibly to changing environmental or system circumstances. The system may be the product, 
the project team or the organization. ”Agility is the ability to both create and respond to change in order to profit 
in a turbulent business environment (Highsmith, 2002) in:(Highsmith, 2004, p. 16).” Through providing just as 
much structure in the development process as needed, project teams may be enabled to react flexibly to change 
(Highsmith, 2004, p. 17). In situations where requirements are ambiguous or not known, agile approaches seem to 
be highly effective (Ambler, 2002) in: (Abrahamsson et al., 2002, p. 96). Through valuing interpersonal 
relationships over tools and processes on paper, working software over heavy documentation, flexible reaction over 
rigid fellowship, agile software development approaches attempt to bring about a paradigm shift in software 
engineering (Abrahamsson et al., 2002, p. 98). 
Boehm and Turner (2003) propose to focus less on methods, but rather on people, values, communication and 
expectations management. Presenting an agile approach to the Unified Process (Jacobson et al., 2007), Sinan Si 
Alhir (2005) highlights the importance of people in ICT project teams: ”Unequivocally, people are and will remain 
the ’original ingredient’ necessary for success. However, with a better understanding of agility, individuals, teams, 
and organizations are further empowered not only to simply address change and complexity, but leverage change 
and complexity for a competitive advantage. Furthermore, it is experience, experimentation, and application of 
agility that will enable us to realize its benefits.”
Software development processes are utilized in ICT-projects to organize and simplify complexity. They label 
and categorize experiences of involved persons and suggest work procedures that proofed to be successful. If 
procedures are not adequate for a situation any more, if labels are too general, a reorganization of development in 
the team may be appropriate. From a systems theory viewpoint, we can argue that periods of change are necessarily 
270   David Haselberger and Renate Motschnig /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  119 ( 2014 )  268 – 277 
accompanied by uncertainty, vulnerability (Kriz, 2006). So how do practitioners and consultants exploit agile 
approaches, their knowledge, experience and (inter)personal traits in dealing with a changing environment? To find 
out more we performed a case-study within an interactive workshop and then reflected on its findings from a 
theoretical perspective. The whole procedure is described in the remainder of this paper according to the following 
structure. The next section describes fundamentals of a person-centered, systemic perspective in the context of 
ICT-project teams, identifying software development processes as meaning attractors to simplify complexity, 
depicting moments of change as systemic phase transitions and suggesting support of actualization of self-
organized structures in complex environments or trust in being and becoming. In section three, the innovative 
workshop setting we choose to call ”open case” is briefly sketched by its application to the particular case of 
”change through transitions to more agile workflows”. Subsequent, insights gained from the case are presented 
and reflected in a theoretical context. The theories we found particularly suitable for this enterprise is Rogers 
Person-Centered Approach (Rogers, 1961), the systems perspective as promoted by Hermann Haken (1990) and 
Jürgen Kriz’s Person- Centered Systems Theory (Kriz, 2003a). A conclusion will round up the paper and point to 
future research. 
2. Complexity and structure 
Structures that stabilize through recursive operations can be called attractors. These become clearer, when the 
attractive process develops the system in the direction of the attractors (Kriz, 2006, p. 94). Fixed points in 
mathematics show an attractive tendency (Neuwirth and Arganbright, 2004), as depicted in Fig. 1. 
Fig. 1. Attractive Process in Fixed Points Mathematics 
Human perception can be described as an attractive process in which the ”Gestalten” (Metzger, 1986), the 
concise figures in our perception field we are dynamically getting aware of, are the attractors. Our impressions are 
experienced as parts of a structured world. Beyond biologically and evolutionary acquired rules of structuring, such 
as the way we perceive ”Gestalt”, or speech and social relations, humans can adapt rules individually and socially 
or invent new areas of rules to fit their personal environment (Kriz, 2006, p. 41/42/130). Language structures 
perception (Senge, 2006, p. 73). Through establishing categories of experience, by labeling them, we can find 
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regularities, patterns and are able to make predictions. ”Through abstractions drawn from direct sensory 
experience, we discover and create order, which allows us to reduce uniqueness and complexity to comprehensible 
categories. Holding them with names and concepts gives us the sense of trust in our world that is needed for our 
multi-faceted activities (Kriz, 2006, p. 74/75).” Kriz (2006) names attractor dynamics in perceiving or thinking, 
which meaningfully reduce a situation and simultaneously stabilize this reduced arrangement meaning-attractors or 
sense-attractors. The understanding of meaning is formed by various aspects of the particular environment, such as 
biographical or social characteristics, in various intensity (Kriz. 2006, p. 184). 
If we would not structure our perceived environment, we would be overwhelmed by chaos. We need to create 
structure to function in our environment (Kriz, 2006, p. 40/41). ”The reduction of a complex, unique process to 
recurring classes of phenomena gives structure to chaos, makes predictions possible and reduces insecurity, thus 
creating reliability. And this reliable order is with us from the first days of our life (Kriz, 2006, p. 42).”
To operate in a highly complex situation such as an ICT project, constituted and influenced by many, often 
interconnected, factors, it gets structured, either implicitly or explicitly. Software development processes are used 
to structure and guide the development of a product, to allow for, at least vague, estimations of effort, costs, time 
for the construction of a product users are satisfied with and to relate to reliable practices that proved worthwhile in 
practice. 
Kriz describes that how we encounter our perceived world can be placed on a scale between two poles (Kriz, 
2006, p. 46). On one extreme, there is reductive order. ”The more we categorize and detect or invent recurring 
aspects and regularities, the more predictable and therefore safer our experience of the world becomes. As a 
result, chaos is held in check or even banished. But we find the ’things’ treated in this manner all the more rigid, 
boring, reduced and uniform (Kriz, 2006, p. 59).” If complex phenomena are ordered in overly general criteria, our 
predictions are based on generalized familiar patterns, our perceived world is rather rigid. This could block the 
new, the creative from our conscious experience - the potential for change (Kriz, 2006, p. 76). On the other 
extreme, there is the chaos, the highly complex, the unique, the unpredictable. The more we become involved in the 
uniqueness of here-and-now processes, the less reduced are our experiences. Conscious perceptions of our world 
may more likely take in the novel, surprising, the creative (Kriz, 2006, p. 59). The more we move to the side of the 
highly complex, the richer our experiences of the moment. Concurrently we encounter less predictability, less 
perceived control. Kriz concludes: ”The necessary order has to be adaptive to conditions, constraints and 
requirements on different levels, in different situations and to different needs and values. Therefore order can not 
simply be prefabricated, but also has to combine the aspects of both security and creativity. Actualization of self-
organized order - in other words: Trust in being and becoming - ... . (Kriz, 2006, p. 59).” Self-organization takes 
place relative to the environment of the system, thus our understanding of meaning is influenced by a multitude of 
environmental aspects (Kriz, 2006, p. 184/185). 
2.1. Software development processes as meaning attractors 
Software development processes can be seen as a way of structuring experience to simplify or enable labeling of 
phenomena in software development, making them accessible to perception, to communication, to evaluation, play 
and categorization, and thus, may form decisions and directions of the project team in the development of the 
product. Software development processes tap highly critical boundaries for the survival of a project, such as time-
to-market, cost, schedule, product quality or user satisfaction based on prior experience of what worked and what 
didn’t work brought into a specific structured form that got established in a particular community of people 
involved in ICT-projects. Therefore, software development processes may be described as a set of meaning 
attractors that formed through reproduction. 
One attempt in developing products in the ICT industry is based on hacking together something that comes 
more or less close to the direction of the visions the creators, inventors, producers, mostly very small teams, have. 
Hewlett-Packard did it. Apple too (Isaacson, 2011). Mostly, to persist in a growing market, it is insecure to have no 
precise control over how ICT products are developed. To enable control of the details of software development, 
principles and processes from the closely related engineering disciplines can be adopted. While iron-bound 
contracts (Boehm, 2002) and heavy documentations give stakeholders and managers of contracting organizations a 
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feeling of control and security, the practical implementation of processes often differs from definitions outlined on 
paper. Development teams work independently, the sequence specified by the process may be followed strictly, 
development cycles are introduced by developers where necessary. Sometimes following the process means more 
cost than following intuition, a tacit direction, a felt sense for order. A lot of projects are producing much more 
costs than initially assumed because development processes can’t be adapted to the particular situation. An 
example for this can be seen in Allen Bass’ attempt to change the user interface design of the Advanced 
Automation System (AAS) of the Federal Aviation Administration (AAF). Bass, later human-factors specialist in 
projects on submarine and aircraft control systems, proposed a simple user interface design for AAS controllers 
that was not realized because she was, as a junior member of the team, not listened to and managers were 
concerned to provide the flexibility of the system promised to the AAF. In 1994 the AAS project was terminated, 
billions of dollars spent, not finished (Cone, 2002). 
In a grounded theory study with 40 participants in 16 organizations corroborated by four independent case 
studies, Hoda et al. (2010) found out that teams in an agile environment do not stick to standard procedures, but 
they adapt their methods and practices to their projects context to be as effective as possible. Similarly, Jackson et 
al. (2004) share from their experience of using agile practices in seven different projects in three years that teams, 
who want the process to work for them, adapt the rules of the procedures to their project and environment. 
Moreover, they observed that a vital ingredient of a successful team is the commitment of the team members 
wanting the agile procedures to work for them (Jackson et al., 2004). In an empirical survey on project 
management in software development, 64 managers of software companies, 23 that described themselves as agile 
and 41 categorized as working rather plan-oriented, Ceschi et al. (2005) explored teamwork in agile and plan- 
oriented companies. One of their main findings was that agile companies emphasize the role of collaboration 
among team members before personal motivation and individual work ability. Plan-oriented companies valued 
motivation before individual ability and collaboration. Thus, motivation is important in agile and in plan-oriented 
work places. If we consider commitment related to motivation (Meyer et al., 2004), Jacksons et al. (2004) 
experiences support this statement. The survey further yielded that plan-oriented companies appear to experience 
problems in communication across assigned functions, while in agile companies, conflicts between developers and 
managers were stated (Ceschi et al., 2005). Communication and interpersonal competencies seem to be important 
independent of the software development approach in use. 
Newer processes appreciate the interconnections between areas of software development, introducing shorter 
cycling through development steps, encouraging communication between experts of various disciplines and with 
stakeholders and users throughout the development process. It is not the technical plan outside of individuals 
adhered to that is seen as most crucial for successful projects, but self-responsible persons working in the project 
teams. 
2.2. Phase transition in ICT project teams 
Observations in systems theory imply that the transition from a particular order of a system to another, phase 
transition, goes with a period of chaos. Change in the experiential field of an individual is accompanied by chaotic 
subprocesses where most parts keep to be stable and simplified. The symbolic expression ”Die and become.” can 
be associated with such transition processes (Kriz, 2011, p. 55). Explicating personal goals and felt direction may 
help in dealing with feelings of insecurity and fear that necessarily accompany periods of change, reorientation, 
adjustment to take steps in changing situations, under new circumstances (Kriz, 2006, p. 95). Senge (2006) calls a 
focus on ultimate, intrinsic desires, the concrete picture of a desired future when following a felt direction, this 
generative force personal vision. Personal vision, what one truly wants and genuinely cares for, could be seen as a 
particularly forceful meaning attractor. The gap between current reality and the vision can be a source of creative 
energy (Senge, 2006, p. 139). When we are willing to take steps into the direction of our personal vision, phases of 
change can be experienced as life-enhancing transitions, as opportunities for transformation (Kriz, 2006, p. 95). 
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2.3. Supporting self-organized structures 
Detailed control and heavy documentation of complex processes is well suited in purely technical contexts, but 
not effective for flexibly adapting to non-predicatable, ideosyncratic events. Stefan Strohschneider and Rüdiger 
von der Weth (2002) indicate in several case studies that flexible guidelines that support self-organizing 
competence help adaptability to a changing environment. Kriz (2003b) proposes that to deal with rigid dynamics, 
narrow understanding of problems or the inability to initiate change, instead of insisting on more control and more 
planning, it is more productive to support processes of self-organization that are frequently present even in highly 
organized and hierarchical organizations (Kriz, 2003b). More of the same may be not as helpful as trying to 
understand the function of blocking, hindering dynamics, and to constitute, evaluate alternatives that could take 
over this function and its benefits (Kriz, 2006, p. 70/71). 
To introduce flexibility, Kriz suggests to deconstruct rigid categorizations, terms, concepts, which, together 
with reified language, are strong attractors (Kriz, 2006, p. 156). ”Since our categories are coined to a large degree 
by linguistic tools, the goal is to deconstruct and destabilize descriptions that are restrictive and rigid. As new 
possible interpretations and implications open up, they have a direct effect on awareness and behavior (Kriz, 
2006, p. 76/77).” Through liquefying pre-established categories, space for new interpretation and alternative action 
is opened up. Without simplification by categorization and reduction, we could not survive, though embracing the 
surprising, the new, the creative can support finding structures that help to flexibly adapt to the specific situation. 
Solutions may be already present, but hidden from awareness by current meaning attractors. Such solutions, if 
accurately experienced in consciousness, can unfold effectiveness and attractiveness to change the dynamic order 
(Kriz, 2006, p. 159). Actualization of self-organized order may be described as a dialectic process in which 
meaning established through particular labeling, categorization, is enriched with complexity by enabling inquiry, 
creative play and welcoming the emergence of new interpretations from the edge of awareness, choice, hereby 
restructuring the dynamic order, in reflection and dialogue. 
In the context of project teams, Senge (2006) proposes to foster a climate in which it is safe for people to create 
personal visions, to genuinely share their thoughts and feelings, to be genuinely vulnerable, so to say, and where 
reflection, reciprocal inquiry as well as dialogue are practiced to support flexible adaption to change (p. 
162/180/184). Similarly to Senge’s (2006, p. 240) proposition of establishing ”practice fields” for the team, Kriz 
(2006) suggests to develop a space for unfolding potentials, ”play space”, in which helpful ideas are sought 
playfully, artistically, creatively (p. 159). It may be concluded that in teams that are able to adapt flexibly to 
change, in which team members work together effectively, persons may be and become open to experience, their 
own and others, similar, contradictory or paradox. Experiences are shared. Sharing of experiences is permitted or 
encouraged. Project managers and leaders committed to their team and their project provide for promotive 
circumstances for self-organizing growth- and change-processes in the team by fostering a safe, rather threat-free 
climate, primarily by being a role model (Senge, 2006, p. 162). In such teams, software development processes 
may be used as flexible tools to support the evolution of the project by helping to reduce complexity, but may be 
adapted to the context and unique aspects of the particular situation in the course of the project. 
3. Encountering Change – Methodology and Findings 
We are in the process of developing a new workshop setting worthwhile for the collaborative finding and 
assessing of alternative solution strategies to particular problems or challenges in business environments. We chose 
to refer to this setting as ”open case”. In this setting, participants have the opportunity to explore and share 
experiences about challenges in their businesses in a supportive communicative climate. Personal experiences may 
be shared and reflected in dialogue (Isaacs, 1999), (XXXX and Nykl, p. 215/216). In the context of the U process 
(Senge, 2006, p. 401-403), solutions found in open case sessions can be seen as collaborative approaches to 
sensing into particular fields of interest. Challenges and problems can be sought in the group or introduced in 
advance to the formation of the group. Questions about the context of the challenge, paradox interventions or 
desired effects may support the group process. The communication climate is primarily based on personal values 
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such as authenticity, respect or unconditional positive regard and empathic understanding. These attitudes are seen 
as essential in helpful relationships on the side of facilitative persons in the Person-Centered Approach (Rogers, 
1959). 
On a two-day event at the University of Vienna in 2012, participants from industry and research could engage in 
an open case session. The first phase of the session, participants sought for challenges or problems in a particular 
context that was outlined in advance to the group formation. It was scheduled for one and a half hours on the first 
day of the event. The second phase was scheduled for one and a half hours on the second day. Alternative solution 
strategies to the problems stated were elaborated in small groups. Areas of interest for the open case session were 
chosen in advance to the event by researchers based on personal research interests as well as experiences and 
feedback in prior events. For the selection of areas to be touched upon in the open case sessions, researchers 
presented introductory input, goals, desired outcomes and the usability of outcomes for personal research 
endeavors to the other researchers participating before the event. At the event, the topic areas were listed in 
advance to the interactive slots. Participants from business chose which topic they perceived as most interesting to 
attend to. 
In the first phase, the topic field was introduced through a five to 10 minutes long input by researchers who 
suggested the topic stating their personal interest in it. In some groups, participants were asked, if the session could 
be recorded. At the end of the first phase, challenges and problems were noted on a flip chart and presented to the 
members of the other groups. In the second phase, participants that did not provide a topic of interest could assign 
themselves to any of the elaborated challenges. During the second phase, focus was set on finding solution 
strategies in the context of the problem or challenge. In the beginning of the second phase, participants could be 
asked, whether the session may be recorded. Findings were sketched on a flip chart. Found solutions were finally 
presented in plenary to participants of the other open case groups. Participants of the event discussed proposed 
solutions. In both phases of the open case session, the groups were typically heterogeneous in nationality and 
professional background (business/universities) and homogeneous considering the field of interest (ICT-project 
management). In the subsequent paragraphs, the process and outcomes of one of the open case sessions at this 
event is depicted in more detail. 
A small group of interested project managers was working on issues arising when adhering to agile 
methodologies in their work settings in an open atmosphere of conversation. Central to the conversation was the 
question: How can change be encountered in project teams? The following case vignette was stated in the first 
phase of the open case session: 
Project Manager 1: ”If I look at one of our teams which we try to move from a waterfall like project to scrum, 
there is still one guy that says: ’No, I am not going to do it.’ And what now?”
Project Manager 2: ”Alright, fire him.” (laughing) 
Project Manager 1: ”Yeah, you can fire him, but, you know...”
Project Manager 2: ”I’m just kidding.”
Project Manager 1: ”Yeah. (laughing) We can. We were actually talking about it for about one day.”
Project Manager 2: ”Actually... What are the reasons for him not to, like, adapt to this? When the whole team 
and the rest of the company, and it’s working and the results are better with the new methodologies? So?”
Project Manager 3: ”He is probably resistant to change, you know. (Project Manager 1: “Absolutely.”) That he 
doesn’t accept it. Well, let me... get my task description, yeah, and I will do it within one week or one month, and 
let me live like...”
Project Manager 1: ”The worst thing about it is that that is the leader of the team. So, you are a leader and you 
have a team that thinks that there is something wrong about you. So, it doesn’t work well. So now we moved him to 
another part of the company.” (Group laughter)  
Project Manager 4: (laughing) ”Where he does less damage.”
Project Manager 5: (laughing) ”He’s taking care of the cars now.”
Project Manager 1: (in a low voice) ”Kind of.”
After this exchange, the group got deeper into experiences concerning resistance of project members or project 
teams to change their ways of working. One project manager criticized, for example, that agility is seen as a sort of 
”silver bullet” by some managers who want their teams to collaborate more although agile values are not lived by 
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themselves. The second phase was dedicated to carrying together important interpersonal aspects of dealing with 
change in ICT-project teams. 
The open case session was recorded by the first author, who participated in the session as well. In the first 
phase, two practice situations that could be worked on were introduced by participants from businesses. The first 
was about change from more rigid to agile methodologies in project teams. The main question was how to deal 
with a senior project manager who doesn’t want to adopt agile methodologies while the team members similar to 
other teams in the company want to. The second problem was about adopting agile procedures in service delivery 
where many involved companies follow different, sometimes rather rigid, methodologies. The group consisted of 
eight participants, project managers from business and university as well as two PhD students. In phase two the 
group slightly changed as a consultant joined the group. In the second phase of the session the group focused on 
bringing together facilitative personal and interpersonal resources for dealing adequately with changing situations 
in complex environments such as ICT-project teams or service delivery chains. Key points decided upon in the 
small group and presented to the participants of the event are listed in Table 1. Subsequently, results are discussed 
from a rather person-centered, systemic frame of reference. 
Table 1. Encountering Change - Findings. 
It is relevant to consider the personal motivation to change and the relation of personal motivation 
to a shared vision or shared goal. A shared language may support collaborative reflection of 
individual and shared goals. The basic question is: “Why should I change?” 
Understanding and accepting the actual situation, its context, others involved may be crucial for 
appropriate action taking. 
Change processes can be facilitated by a person experienced in dealing with change, when they are 
present. Show cases or role models may motivate team memvers. Leaders, project managers are 
perceived as role models. These people can foster an awareness for the change processes that may 
be expressed as follows: “It ғs not going to be easy, but in the end, there are results.” 
If failure is an option in the process, if it is okay to risk, project teams may adopt and experiment 
with new approaches. Role models such as project managers can help establish a climate where it 
is rather safe to risk. 
In change processes, focus may be set on interaction and collaboration, less on structure. 
It is essential to trust the person facilitating the change process and to trust the process. 
4. Interpretation from a Person-Centered, Systems Theory Perspective 
A personal vision or a felt direction can be seen as strong meaning attractor that may facilitate reorientation, 
thus being a driver of change, if experienced and symbolized in awareness. Reflecting the personal vision in the 
context of a shared project vision or shared project goals may foster the establishment, development or recovering 
of personally meaningful constructs. Open sharing of personal visions among team members may support the 
capacity to hold personally meaningful constructs flexibly, or, the emergence of new meaning attractors. A shared 
language may be basic to collaborative categorization of meaning. 
If members of a multi-disciplinary project team have a similar understanding of project characteristics and 
outcomes, if they share a vocabulary to tag aspects of the project environment, they may be able to establish 
interaction patterns that reciprocally affect personal schemas, forming and shaping a shared vision. This means 
that, for example, if managers and developers can form an idea of what the project means to the other from the 
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others’ perspective and are able to communicate that, they can explore where the project might be heading in a way 
that integrates different viewpoints and aspirations. Trenchantly formulated, dealing with less misunderstanding 
and more respect for others’ views, interactions between team members creatively propel the project in directions 
that fit with the personal visions of project team members and anticipations of customers or stakeholders. 
Reciprocally, team members get broader insight in aspects of others’ and foremost their own personal vision, 
which affects their interaction with others. Reciprocal establishment of meaning attractors happens in interpersonal 
relationships, not in plans and documentation. Shared language may be generated in interaction between 
individuals that are existentially different from each other and have worth of their own. 
Empathic understanding, trying to see the project through the others’ 
(programmers’/designers’/managers’/users’) eyes, may enable differentiation of personal meaning of categories, 
hereby enriching personal meaning attractors and supporting the unfolding of alternative interaction patterns. This 
can be facilitated by uncovering the functions of particular cognitive-emotional or interaction patterns. Acceptance 
of the actual situation may be described as perceiving it as it is, to extensionally experience it (Cornelius- White, 
2007). It means embracing the facts, letting in the unique of the moment. Such letting in of the unique, consciously 
experiencing new aspects of a situation, experimenting with alternative categorizations in times of change may be 
facilitated in a climate in which it is safe to risk, where failure and success can be allies to take next steps. Personal 
and team learning can be supported by empathic team members sharing experiences openly in a climate of 
unconditional positive regard (Kriz, 2006, p. 159), (Senge, 2006, p. 240). 
5. Conclusion 
As ”open case” yields insight into actual management practice and supports project managers in finding 
solution strategies for challenges or problems in their work environment, we effectively integrated variations of 
this setting in several workshops for participants from businesses and universities so far. We refine the open case 
setting through documentation and reflection. 
Authenticity, respect and empathic understanding of project managers or other team members in a leadership 
function support self-organizing structures, which are highly sought for in frequently changing environments such 
as ICT-projects. These personal attitudes basic to constructive relationships have been vastly researched in the 
Person-Centered Approach since the 1950s. Further, key aspects of the Person-Centered Approach can be aligned 
with findings in systems theory. 
Change is a key element in transitional processes and basic to agile projects. Authentic, empathic, respectful 
project managers sustain growth-enabling relationships to their team members. They are aware of the circumstance 
that change, the forming of new meaning attractors, is accompanied by chaotic sub-processes. They encounter 
team-members’ needs for safety, respect, acknowledgement, development and striving with unconditional positive 
regard. They don’t manipulate through imposed reward strategies, but trust in self-organizing dynamic structures, 
in being and becoming. They are role models. They attract rather than they control authoritatively. 
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